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Introduction 


When considering the question of whether or not there is a God, many stumble across the 
problem of evil and suffering. This problem is often represented in one of two forms: 


1. Moral evil (slavery, murder, etc.). 
2. Natural evil (disease, earthquakes, etc.). 


In both cases, the question is asked, “If God exists, then why does evil also exist?” I contend that 
neither the existence of moral evil nor the existence of natural evil constitute a good basis for 
concluding that there is no God, that God’s powers are limited, or that God is not benevolent. 
Instead, I believe that moral evil in this world is justified by both robust free will and the duality 
of good and evil, and that the question of natural evil is answered by the butterfly effect. 


Moral Evil 


A popular formulation of the problem of moral evil is the Epicurean paradox, attributed to the 
well-known Greek philosopher Epicurus from the third century BC by Lactantius. Most of 
Epicurus’ writings were lost to time, including his work which is said to have raised the paradox. 
Since being paraphrased by the eighteenth-century AD philosopher David Hume, the paradox 
has often been worded as such: 


Is God willing to prevent evil, but not able? Then he is not omnipotent. 
Is he able, but not willing? Then he is malevolent. 

Is he both able and willing? Then whence cometh evil? 

Is he neither able nor willing? Then why call him God? 


Naturally, the Epicurean paradox raises the question of free will: “Could God have created a 
universe with free will but without moral evil?” Answering yes leads to the question, “Why 


didn’t he?” Answering no leads to the conclusion that God is not all-powerful. This is, however, 
a loaded question. 


The creator of time and space must transcend those concepts to be able to create them, but this 
universe exists within those constraints. In this universe, logical contradictions do not physically 
manifest, at least not in any way that can be perceived by the five senses. There are no perfectly 
round squares, no rooms which are absolutely dark and yet simultaneously too bright to look at, 
no totally and only red chairs which are also totally and only blue. 


In considering the concept of free will, any restriction or limitation placed upon its use would 
make it cease to be truly free. Free will must be robust, absolute, if it is to be called free at all. 
Following that, the presence of robust free will can be demonstrated to be logically incompatible 
with the absence of moral evil. 


The Argument for Robust Free Will 

1. Robust free will entails absolute freedom of choice. 

2. Moral evil is a choice. 

3. For robust free will to exist, moral evil must be an option. 


From a logical standpoint, it would be impossible to force someone to do something of their own 
free volition. Therefore, God could not simultaneously give us robust free will and also ensure 
that we always chose not to commit moral evil of our own accord. This is not a limitation on 
God’s powers if God has the power to either grant or revoke robust free will. Instead, this is a 
showcase of the sacrifice required to give mankind robust free will. 


Some might ask, “Can free will exist if God already knows the outcome?” Free will is only 
known to us from a human perspective. A man makes decisions wholly unaware of what God’s 
foreknowledge is. A man’s free will would only be compromised if he himself were all-knowing. 
Being that a man does not have the external foreknowledge of God and instead only has internal 
knowledge of his free choices, God’s omniscience is not logically incompatible with the human 
perception of free will. 


Semi-infinite Regress of Evil 
Could God have given us limited free will instead of robust free will? Yes, but there is no 


satisfactory intermediate point between robust free will and the total absence of free will from 
mankind’s perspective. In any possible universe where the parameters of free will were altered 


from its inception, the inhabitants of that universe would only have a frame of reference ranging 
from the greatest good to the worst evil conceivable. No matter how neutered moral evil was in a 
given universe, there would still exist an understanding of the worst evil someone could commit 
in that reality. Meaning, there is no end goal, no expressed number of how many choices must be 
removed from free will until we get to an acceptable level of moral evil that people could tolerate 
without blaming God. 


The reduction of moral evil has no stated victory condition and would be subject to a 
semi-infinite regress, which could only end when all choice is taken away. To demonstrate this, 
we will look at some possible universes with restrictions on moral evil. We will scrap the 
universe and start over each time we identify the worst moral evil that is physically possible in 
that reality, and in the new universe that particular moral evil will become physically impossible. 


Possible universe #1 
Suppose that the worst thing in the world is murder. Why does God allow murder? Surely, he 
could give us free will without allowing us to commit murder! 


Possible universe #2 

Murder is not physically possible. The worst thing in this universe is beating someone within an 
inch of their life. Why does God allow these near-death beatings? Surely, he could give us free 
will without allowing us to nearly beat someone to death! 


Possible universe #3 

Beating someone within an inch of their life is not physically possible. The worst thing in this 
universe is beating someone half to death. Why does God allow these extreme beatings? Surely, 
he could give us free will without allowing us to beat someone halfway into the grave! 


Possible universe #27 

Beating someone 26% of the way to death is not physically possible. The worst thing in this 
universe is beating someone 25% of the way to death. Why does God allow these moderately 
severe beatings? Surely, he could give us free will without allowing us to beat someone 25% of 
the way into the grave! 


This could continue until the worst thing physically possible in a given universe would be 
hanging up the telephone without saying, “Goodbye,” and even then it would still be the worst 
moral evil in that reality. If all moral evil were made to be physically impossible, the limited 
frame of reference in such a universe would still result in people asking, “Why did God allow 
X?” This goes to show that stripping away potential choices from free will does not have a final 
destination aside from the total elimination of all potential choices, a frontal lobotomization of 
personal agency. 


Duality of Good and Evil 

1. Nothing can exist without its opposite. 

2. Moral good is the opposite of moral evil. 

3. Moral good and moral evil are biconditional. 


According to the Hermetic principle of polarity, opposites are the same thing in different 
amounts. This is a fundamental truth of the universe as we know it, as the baseline for describing 
common occurrences in our lives would be impossible if the opposite of such an occurrence did 
not exist. For example, there would be no way to describe light, illumination, beyond a vague 
hypothetical if there were no such thing as darkness. This is because the absence of light would 
never be perceived in reality if darkness did not physically exist. Therefore, it follows that it 
would be impossible for any force of good to be truly perceived in the total absence of evil. 


By completely eliminating moral evil, moral good would cease to exist. An automaton can only 
operate as programmed and thus cannot ever be considered morally good, but an evil man who 
freely chooses to do good, even once, is infinitely more righteous than a man who is physically 
incapable of committing evil. 


Natural Evil 


Tsunamis, volcanic eruptions, and diseases have killed uncountable numbers of human beings. If 
God exists, then why are there natural evils in the world? If God created the universe, then why 
didn’t he build it differently so that these evils did not occur? Quite simply, it could easily be the 
case that the fundamental workings of the universe within the laws of space and time as they are 
now could not have allowed for a divergent method of construction while still allowing for 
humanity. 


The butterfly effect is known as the phenomenon when small changes in initial conditions can 
lead to large-scale and unpredictable variation in the future. It’s not that God could not see the 
future consequences of these changes, but rather that our frame of reference is too narrow to 
appreciate the gravity of how even the smallest variations could alter the finished product. 


Throughout the course of our lives, we encounter many crossroads. That is to say, decisions 
which can change our destinies. Sometimes, these changes take many years to become apparent. 
In many cases, we do not even perceive how it has changed our lives. To illustrate this effect, we 
will examine two possible scenarios of a crossroads in life. 


Suppose that you are on your way to the lobby of a hotel, coming from the fourth floor. You walk 
to the elevator and push the button. The screen above the metal doors indicates that the elevator 
is presently on the fourteenth floor, but you have a job interview that you need to get to. You 
have a choice to make. Do you wait for the elevator, or do you take the stairs? 


Scenario #1 

You wait for the elevator. About a minute later, it arrives. You ride it down to the lobby and get 
off. Rushing to your car, you set off for the interview. You arrive on time and manage to get the 
job. You end up working there for five years. 


Scenario #2 

You take the stairs. While climbing down, you bump into a woman going the opposite way, 
knocking her things to the ground. You pause to help her collect her things. A short conversation 
is struck. When you get back on your way some ten minutes later, you have her number. You 
show up late to the job interview, which costs you the opportunity. Two years later, you’re 
married to the woman from the staircase. 


In the scenarios we covered, the ultimate destiny of your life was drastically altered by a change 
so subtle that you would never have known how different your life would have been if you had 
chosen otherwise at that particular moment. Draw your attention to the fact that this decision of 
descent was just one choice, but to get that far in life you’d have already gone through a great 
many crossroads. Suppose that twenty years prior to the elevator dilemma, you’re five years old. 
You’re at the local park. Do you go on the swing set or in the jungle gym? If you go on the swing 
set, you end up in the hotel twenty years later. If you go in the jungle gym, you never set foot in 
that hotel. The swing set and jungle gym have nothing to do with the hotel, but the choice 
between the two can lead to a series of different choices which can cause a cascading effect that 
can lead you in very different directions. 


Crossroads form a web of an incalculable size, and the choices we make at each crossroads close 
off some potential paths and open new ones. In our lives, one small change can completely 
change everything. In the case of our universe, a minute change could destroy the fabric of 
reality, but the elimination of natural evil would require not small changes but gigantic ones. 


How should the workings of the universe change so that we might not ever be struck by 
lightning? Should the physiology of the human body change so that it does not conduct 
electricity, or should the molecules in the air be changed in some way so as to prohibit lightning 
from reaching us, or should lightning simply be deleted wholesale? In any of these cases, the 
altering of the reality of lightning could have consequences that we are unable to foresee, 
consequences which could cause problems in other systems of the universe. 


Drowning is a result of our inability to breathe in water, so should the world then be stripped of 
water or should we have the ability to breathe in water? The entirety of world history could and 
would have been entirely different if human beings could breathe underwater. Of course, the 
entirety of world history would surely be different if there were no such thing as oceans, as well. 


Disease is a natural evil. Should all disease be wiped from existence or just some diseases? Or 
should mankind simply be immune to all diseases? And why stop there? Isn’t death itself the 
ultimate natural evil? Why should anyone have to die? Why shouldn’t mankind be immortal, 
unkillable, and damned be the consequences? 


These changes would rewrite all of history if not outright destroy it. We are talking of enormous 
changes to the fundamental structure of the world. If the butterfly effect is true, if one small 
change in initial conditions can lead to large-scale changes down the road, then how might many 
immense changes in initial conditions affect the universe as we know it now? Humanity, Earth, 
and the universe are all one possible variation away from never having existed at all. It would 
certainly be possible for God to create a different universe, but it may not be possible for 
mankind to exist in a different universe without significantly altering the schematics of humanity. 


From God’s perspective, the perspective of an all-knowing being, he may have seen an infinite 
number of possible universes but only one in which all things were balanced as they should be. 
The proposition that God should have built the universe without allowing natural evil to exist 
presumes that it would be possible to create an alternate universe with just as much good but 
without as much evil while still allowing for the existence of mankind. There is no basis for 
assuming that changing the fundamental structure of everything would result in the same amount 
of good but less evil, or for assuming that human beings as we are now could exist in such a 
universe. 


Summary and Conclusion 


The two components of the problem of evil and suffering, moral evil and natural evil, are not 
logically incompatible with an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent, and benign God. In order 
for robust free will to exist, moral evil must be an option. For moral good to exist, moral evil 
must exist. On natural evil, if one small change in initial conditions can lead to astronomical 
changes in future conditions, then the consequences of altering the fundamental workings of the 
known universe could entail horrors beyond our comprehension. Therefore, I conclude that it is 
rational to believe that God and evil exist concurrently without the need for limitations on God’s 
powers. 


